population and community dynamics, small populations 
MATERIALS AND METHODS

131
Study system 132 Pyrus bourgaeana (Rosaceae) is a small tree distributed across the southern Iberian Peninsula 133 and northern Morocco (Aldasoro et al.1996) . Our focal population is located in Doñana 
235
We also used a mark correlation function that characterizes the spatial covariance in PRS of 
253
Thus, the density correlation function is based on the following test function: somewhat slower and approximated the overall density λ at radius r of about 100 m (Fig. S3 ). (range 0-40%) among P. bourgaeana trees during both years (Table 1) . As expected, the r- stronger than that of the previous season ( Fig. 1D-F) .
Fruit development
327
Fruit development rate from the total number of flowers that had set fruits (i.e. 440, 579, and 328 541 in 2011, 2012, and 2013, respectively) was over 3-fold higher than fruit initiation rate, but 329 also very variable among reproductive trees during the three seasons (Table 1) and fall within the simulation envelops (Fig 2D-F) . During 2013, the r-mark correlation (Table 1) . Interestingly, all three summary statistics during both seasons 
Crop size and total seed number per tree
361
Fruit crop size varied extensively among P. bourgaeana trees during the three seasons,
362
ranging over three orders of magnitude (Table 1) . On average, trees produced twice as many Table 1 ). However, all three summary statistics 376 indicated a general lack of DDD effects on total number of seeds (P > 0.145; Fig. S4A-C) .
These results indicate that the strong effect of conspecific neighbors at small scales for crop 378 size (Fig. 4) However, fruit development showed negative density and distance dependence during two out 414 of the three monitored seasons (Fig. 2) . One hypothesis to explain this result is that most 
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Other conventions are as described in Figure 1 . 
